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DIGEST:

1. Contracting officer properly rejected
technical proposal submitted under first
step of two-step formally advertised
procurement since proposal was reasonably
determined to be unacceptable for valid
technical reasons under stated evaluation
criteria.

2. An adency's acceptance of a proposal in a
prior negotiated procurement does not mean
that the same agency's rejection of a
similar proposal in a subsegquent two-step
formally advertised procurement is arbitrary
when the record indicates there was a
reasonable basis for the rejection.

Gross Metal Products protests the rejection of its
technical proposal under solicitation No. DAAJ09-84-B-
A129, a two-step formally advertised procurement by the
U.S. Army Troop Support Command, St. Louis, Missouri, for
the supply of camouflage screen support systems. Gross
Metal contends that because its technical proposal was
considered acceptable when evaluated by the same Army
command during last year's negotiated procurement of the
same item, its present proposal must also be acceptable.
Because we find that the Army's rejection of Gross Metal's
present proposal is reasonably supported by the record, we
deny the protest.

: Under the first step of this solicitation, the Army
requested technical proposals on camouflage supports, that
is, poles, batten spreaders, adapters, pegs, cord, case
and other items necessary to erect temporary or semi-
permanent camouflage screens in a military environment.

Of the eight technical proposals received by the closing
date, the Army's evaluators found that four were accept-
able and four, including Gross Metal's, were unaccepta-
ble. Upon receiving notice that its proposal had been
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rejected, Gross Metal protested to the Army and, when
that proved unavailing, filed a timely protest with
this Office. The Army has withheld award pending this
decision.

In response to a protest such as this, we will review
whether the agency's evaluation was fair and reasonable,
and whether it was consistent with stated evaluation
criteria. Radiation Systems, Inc., B-211732, Oct. 11,
1983, 83-2 CPD 4 434. We will ordinarily accept the
considered technical judgment of the procuring agency's
specialists and technicians as to the adequacy of a
technical proposal, however, unless it is shown that the
agency action was erroneous, arbitrary, or not made in
good faith. Guardian Electric Manufacturing Company, 58
Comp. Gen. 119, 125 (1978), 78-2 CPD ¢ 376.

The Army's evaluators considered Gross Metal's
proposal to be deficient in the areas of testing, quality
assurance, and manufacturing plan. With respect to
testing, the evaluators stated that some tests are
repeated too often and others are omitted. For example,
Gross Metal proposed a salt spray resistance test, which
is not required, and proposed to axial load every pole
twice, even though axial loading is only required for
first article testing and on a lot basis thereafter. On
the other hand, Gross Metal did not indicate how it would
handle certain first article testing requirements and
there is no mention of required pole drop tests. The
evaluators also had a problem with Gross Metal's proposed
guasi-field testing, which was neither defined nor
explained, and in the evaluators' view would serve no
purpose in meeting the requirements of the solicitation.

In response to this aspect of the evaluation, Gross
Metal states that because the solicitation requested ideas
or concepts that could help to create a better product, it
cannot understand why the Army criticizes its inclusion of
salt spray and axial loading tests, both of which it
believes are related to the endurance of the system.

Had Gross Metal's proposal indicated that it knew and
understood the Army's specified testing requirements, we
-would agree that any proposed new testing, described as
such, should be viewed as proposed improvements in the
testing program and evaluated on that basis. But that is
not what happened here--instead, Gross Metal proposed an
unexplained mixture of some required tests, unnecessary
tests, and its own poorly described guasi-field test,
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while omitting other tests that were required by the
specification., Consequently, we have no basis to question
the evaluators' technical judgment that Gross Metal's
proposal did not reflect an acceptable understanding of
testing, which was a material requirement of the
solicitation. See Radiation Systems, Inc¢., supra.

As to the other areas of Gross Metal's proposal that
the Army found to be deficient, the evaluators were
primarily concerned with the lack of explanatory detail.
For example, in the area of guality assurance, the evalua-
tors concluded that while Gross Metal's proposal contained
the right headings, it lacked content. Similarly, the
evaluators found that Gross Metal's manufacturing plan
did not adequately describe such equipment as bins,
hoppers, conveyors, and staplers needed for assembly, or
for packaging. Gross Metal responds that these criticisms
are trite and overly critical, since such minute detail as
packaging, staplers and holding bins are generally assumed
to be part and parcel of every comprehensive manufacturing
and assembly business and are used in its operation on
most business days.

Where the solicitation expressly requires detailed
information, however, it is the responsibility of offerors
to provide adequate information for the evaluation of
their proposals under the established criteria. Universal
Design Systems, Inc., B-196682, Apr. 23, 1980, 80-1 CPD
4§ 290. Further, while individual informational deficien-
cies may be susceptible to correction, the aggregate of
many such deficiencies may preclude an agency from making
an intelligent evaluation, and the agency is not required
to allow an offeror the opportunity to rewrite its pro-
posal. See Informatics, Inc., B-194926, July 2, 1980,
80-2 CPD ¢ 8.

The solicitation expressly required that technical
proposals provide "plans and descriptions of tooling
fixtures to the extent that it will be possible to ascer-
tain that the production tools and fixtures used will
provide systems meeting. . . the solicitation require=-
ments. . . ." However, Gross Metal's proposal shows only
rectangles for plant layout without actually describing
.the processing equipment that would be used for assembly
and packaging, which are the primary functions Gross Metal
would perform in its own plant because most components are
subcontracted. Similarly, our review of the record
supports the Army's conclusion that Gross Metal's proposed
quality assurance plan lacks explanatory detail in the
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areas of in-process inspection, vendor quality control,
and end item testing of components. Accordingly, we
conclude that the Army's determination to reject Gross
Metal's proposal was a valid exercise of administrative
technical judgment.

We recognize that there is an apparent inconsistency
between the Army's rejection of Gross Metal's step-one
technical proposal in this case and its acceptance of a
substantially similar proposal submitted by Gross Metal
under a negotiated procurement of this item conducted by
the same installation the prior year. It is possible that
the distinction between the two procurement techniques,
two~step advertising and negotiation, explains the dif-
ferent outcomes as the Army urges, although we consider
the negotiation portions of the two procurement techniques
to be closely comparable. See Wiltron Company, B-213135,
Sept. 14, 1984, 84-2 CPD ¢ 293. It is also possible that
the Army failed to properly evaluate Gross Metal's
proposal under the prior procurement, or that the caliber
of the competition was weaker in that case. We need not
evaluate these possibilities, however, because each
procurement i1s a separate transaction and the action
taken on one procurement does not govern the conduct of
all similar procurements. See Rack Engineering Company,
B-208554, Mar. 7, 1983, 83-1 CPD ¢ 224. Consequently,

a simple assertion of inconsistency, and nothing more,
does not satisfy the protester's burden of affirma-
tively proving its case with respect to its challenge
of the evaluation of its proposal in this procurement.
Radiation Systems, Inc., supra.

The protest is denied.
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